our two groups of subjects if some of our nonmusician subjects actually had musical expertise.
Stimuli and Procedure
On each trial, subjects were asked to search for a name of a musical instrument among zero, one, or three nonword consonant letter strings (set sizes of one, two, or four, respectively) and to make speeded classification responses as to whether it was a string or a wind instrument, while ignoring a peripheral distractor (presented 5º from fixation either on the left or right with equal probability). A total of six string (banjo, guitar, harp, piano, sitar, violin) and six wind (bagpipe, flute, saxophone, trombone, trumpet, tuba) instruments were used. Both word and nonword letter strings were presented in black, lowercase Arial font on a gray background. The size of the letter strings was approximately 0.5º in height, with a width ranging from 1.5º to 3.0º, depending on the number of letters in the string. The nonword consonant letter strings had from 5 to 10 letters in each string, so as to roughly match the number of letters in the musical instrument names. Because the subjects had to first localize the word from any nonwords, extensive perceptual processing in the form of a visual search was required before the categorization response could be made, and it is this perceptual search stage for which load was varied through the increase in the search set size. The distractor was a grayscale image of a musical instrument, one from the opposite category (incongruent condition) or from the same category (congruent condition) as that indicated by the name. The distractors were 5º in height and 2.5º-5º in width, depending on the geometry of the musical instrument. The distractor image and the target word, along with the nonwords, were presented simultaneously on each trial and remained present until the participant responded or 2 sec had elapsed. The intertrial interval was 500 msec. Figure 1 shows a typical trial. Each subject ran through a practice block of 48 trials followed by four experimental blocks of 96 trials. Within each block, all conditions were intermixed randomly. Before the experiment, all subjects were shown a sheet of paper on which all of the labeled musical instruments used in this experiment were depicted. Table 1 presents the mean reaction times (RTs) and percentage errors across the musicians and nonmusicians for stimuli for visual attention in the same way as has been shown for faces. We thus tested whether the perceptual processing of objects of expertise may also be unaffected by the level of perceptual load in a name search task. To this end, we recruited highly skilled musicians as subjects in an experiment employing the same paradigm as in one of our previous experiments (Lavie et al., 2003) . The musicians were asked to classify names of musical instruments into wind versus string instruments, and we tested whether the level of interference by response-congruent or -incongruent musical instrument distractors (see Figure 1 ) would be modulated by the level of perceptual load in the name search task. We modulated perceptual load by varying the number of search items to produce a relevant search set size of one, two, or four items. This manipulation of perceptual load through the relevant search set size is well established (see Lavie & Tsal, 1994 , for a review) and has been shown to modulate nonface distractor processing (e.g., letters or other meaningful nonface objects) in many previous studies (e.g., Lavie & Cox, 1997; see Forster & Lavie, 2007 , 2008 , for more recent examples).
ReSulTS

MeThod Subjects
Eight music students (2 males, 6 females; 18-21 years old; M 5 19.4) from the Shepherd School of Music at Rice University participated in this experiment after giving informed consent. All subjects had at least 3 years of intensive experience playing a musical instrument (M 5 9.9 years; range, 3-16 years). They therefore had extensive exposure to musical instruments on a regular basis.
The data from these musicians were compared with the data from Lavie et al.'s (2003) Experiment 4. These latter data were collected from a group of 12 undergraduate subjects (5 males, 7 females; 19-24 years old; M 5 19.6), 1 who had not been selected on the basis of musical expertise. Although we cannot rule out that some of those nonmusicians had some musical expertise, because they had not been screened explicitly for this possibility, our present data would be conservatively biased against finding any differences between 
dISCuSSIoN
The present findings show that expertise with nonface objects can result in a special status of these objects for attention, similar to that previously found for faces. Our musician subjects, who practice and perform music extensively and are around musical instruments regularly, showed specialized processing of musical instruments in comparison with the nonmusician subjects. Whereas for the nonmusicians interference by musical instrument distractors was modulated by the level of load in a name search task, the interference by the same musical instrument distractor for the musicians was not modulated by the level of load in the name search task.
Thus, as with faces, the processing of objects of expertise does not appear to be subjected to attentional capacity limits. This result suggests that prioritization of objects of expertise may provide a mechanism for the efficient processing of objects of expertise so that these can be tagged and processed in an automatized manner that does not depend on attentional capacity.
It is important to note that the difference between musicians and nonmusicians in our study was confined to the processing of visual images of 3-D musical instruments. Performance of the name search task and the effects of set size on the search RTs were comparable between the groups. This pattern of findings can be illuminating with respect to the locus of the effects reported. On one hand, it suggests that the processing advantage with musical expertise is rather specific to the visual, rather than the verbal (cf. Franklin et al., 2008) , processing of the objects of expertise. On the other hand, the heterogeneous range of musical instruments that we used suggests that the expertise effects measured in this study are unlikely to be based on the presence of specific local visual features, but rather indicate a more general and global level of perceptual expertise for musical instruments of various kinds. This suggestion is in line with previous findings that, relative to nonmusicians, musicians generally are faster and more accurate in tests of visual spatial perception and mental imagery (Brochard, Dufour, & Després, 2004; Patston, Hogg, & Tippett, 2007) , have faster interhemispheric visual transfer times (Patston, Kirk, Rolfe, Corballis, & Tippett, 2007) , and have larger cortical motor representations (Elbert, Pantev, Wienbruch, Rockstroh, & Taub, 1995) . Note that these findings were not confined to the representations of musical instruments. However, each of the congruency 3 load conditions. A two-way, within-subjects ANOVA on the musician group RTs, with factors of congruency (congruent, incongruent) and relevant set size (one, two, four), showed a main effect of congruency [F(1,7) 5 21.46, MS e 5 1,272, p 5 .002]: Target RTs were faster when the peripheral distractor was congruent with the target word as opposed to when the distractor was incongruent. The main effect of set size was also significant [F(2,14) 5 61.69, MS e 5 3,649, p , .001], reflecting slower responses with increased set size (704, 765, and 933 msec for the one, two, and four set size conditions, respectively). Most importantly, and unlike the effects measured with nonmusicians (see Figure 2) , there was no interaction of congruency and load [F(3,21) 5 1.84, MS e 5 980, p 5 .20]. RTs in the congruent conditions were significantly faster than those in the incongruent conditions for all set sizes ( p , .005, p , .03, and p , .02, with one-tailed t tests for the one, two, and four set size conditions, respectively) for these musicians.
This difference in the effect of set size on distraction by irrelevant musical instrument distractors between the musicians and nonmusicians was further confirmed by a linear regression analysis on the magnitude of the congruency effects across the different set sizes for the two groups. Whereas the congruency effects were linearly modulated by increasing set size for the nonmusicians (r 2 5 .99, p , .005), there was no such effect for the musicians (r 2 5 .56, p . .10). This difference in the extent to which congruency effects could be accounted for by an increased level of set size between the two subject groups was highly significant (z 5 3.61, p , .001). In addition, the musicians showed larger congruency effects (M 5 48 msec) than did the nonmusicians (M 5 17 msec) [F(1,18) some of the tests in which the musicians showed performance advantages involved spatial-relational processing of visual stimuli (Brochard et al., 2004; Patston, Hogg, & Tippett, 2007) . It is thus possible that the specificity of the advantage found in our study to the images of musical instruments, rather than to their names, reveals a more fundamental difference between the spatial and object recognition processing of visual 2-and 3-D objects as compared with verbal information (such as the letter strings in the name search task). The effects of musical expertise might therefore be different from other forms of expertise, such as expertise with faces, cars, and birds, that may be a consequence of extensive experience with the perceptual categorization of specific features and objects of expertise (Mondloch, Maurer, & Ahola, 2006; Tanaka, Curran, & Sheinberg, 2005) .
Our results may also suggest that, at least in the case of attentional load, faces may be special, not because of some special innate feature but because of the extensive experience people have in classifying them (as with words in the Stroop effect). This conclusion is in line with other demonstrations that the objects of high expertise acquire processing characteristics similar to those for faces (Gauthier et al., 2000; Gauthier & Tarr, 1997) , including similar neural correlates (Gauthier et al., 2000; Xu, 2005) . Finally, a recent study (Thoma & Lavie, 2009 ) has demonstrated that distractor face processing has face-specific capacity limits. Interference by response-incongruent versus -congruent distractor faces in the task used by Lavie et al. (2003) was modulated by the level of load on faces. As soon as the names in the search plus classification task were replaced with faces, the effects of load on interference by the distractor faces were restored. Whether objects of expertise also show similar object-specific capacity limits would be an interesting topic for future research.
